INTRODUCTION
As the United States moves forward with regulations to address climate change 1 and policies to achieve a low-carbon energy mix, regulators and utilities should undertake a full and accurate comparison of the greenhouse gas consequences of available energy resources.
Specifically, a lifecycle analysis (LCA) of greenhouse gas emissions that includes emissions at all stages of production will help determine the total climate impact of generating electricity with a particular resource. This accounting is necessary in order to ensure that national energy policy 1 The Environmental Protection Agency is using a phased approach to regulate greenhouse gas emissions from new energy facilities and other stationary sources. The journey toward regulating greenhouse gas emissions began with Massachusetts v. EPA, in which case the United States Supreme Court held that EPA improperly denied a petition for a rulemaking to regulate greenhouse gas emissions from domestic automobiles under Section 211 of the Clean Air Act because greenhouse gas emissions fit the definition of "pollution" in the Act and EPA failed to determine whether greenhouse gas emissions "cause, or contribute to, air pollution which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare." 549 U.S. 497, 534 (2007) ; see 42 U.S.C. §7545 (c)(1) (2006 , and 600). In anticipation of greenhouse gas emissions from stationary sources becoming regulated pollutants under the Clean Air Act on January 2, 2011, the date that EPA's automobile regulations took effect, EPA adopted a phased approach to apply greenhouse gas regulations to the largest sources first and exempt sources that emit less than 75,000 tons per year. Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas and utility decisions about energy resource options will reduce the United States' greenhouse gas emissions as much and as efficiently as possible.
Congress has recognized the need for this type of analysis. The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 ("EISA") amended the Clean Air Act to require that some biofuels undergo lifecycle analysis to ensure that their use actually yields net emission reductions. 2 In addition, Congress explicitly prohibited the federal government from entering into long term contracts for synthetic petroleum fuels with a higher lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions fuels than conventional petroleum. 3 In contrast, legislators and regulators have paid little attention to the lifecycle emissions from electricity generation.
As greenhouse gases become subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act, taking lifecycle emissions into account could help encourage innovation in reducing emissions associated with electricity generation. In 2008, several utilities, technology companies, and nonprofit environmental organizations recognized the benefit of this type of analysis. The coalition released a set of principles for regulating greenhouse gases in the wake of the United States Supreme Court's decision in Massachusetts v. EPA. 4 Although the coalition acknowledged "divergent views" about the Environmental Protection Agency's role in regulating greenhouse gases absent new legislation, 5 its members nevertheless agreed that "EPA's leadership in understanding and addressing the development of rigorous lifecycle analysis, the interactions among various pollutants, and the promise of emerging technologies will be invaluable." 6 As these businesses and environmental organizations suggest, "rigorous lifecycle analysis" is necessary in order to understand the full implications of our nation's greenhouse gas emissions and can help make reducing emissions more cost effective. 7 This Article identifies a legal framework for reducing lifecycle emissions from electric power plants. First, the Article reviews the need for full lifecycle analysis and summarizes the results of attempts to quantify the full lifecycle impact of different energy resources. Second, the Article explores whether the Clean Air Act authorizes the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"), the agency chiefly responsible for implementing the nation's environmental laws, to require consideration of lifecycle analysis in Clean Air Act regulations for greenhouse gas-emitting power plants. Finally, the Article explores how lifecycle analysis may be applied to non-emitting renewable resources that might not be subject to Clean Air Act regulations.
I. BEHIND THE SCENES: LIFECYCLE ANALYSIS DEMONSTRATES THAT FOCUSING ON SMOKESTACK EMISSIONS IGNORES ADDITIONAL EMISSIONS
Analysis of power plant emissions should include full lifecycle accounting because a significant quantity of the emissions from generating electricity occurs at some stage of production prior to the smokestack. For example, as much as a quarter of the total emissions from coal-or natural gas-fired power plants occur "upstream" in the production process. 
A. Lifecycle Emissions from Coal
The coal lifecycle is relatively straightforward. The major steps include mining and processing, transportation, and use and combustion. 18 Emissions at each of these stages can be significant, and greenhouse gas emissions produced at these stages may not be subject to regulation. For example, the vast majority of coal transportation occurs by rail, followed by barge and truck. 19 One study using an economic model developed at Carnegie Mellon University found that rail transport produces 43. The study furthermore found that lifecycle emissions from coal-fired electricity are greater than lifecycle emissions associated with most forms of natural gas, except when the natural gas is synthetically derived from coal. 21 Nevertheless, the "the life-cycle [greenhouse gas] emissions of electricity generated with coal are dominated by combustion . . . ." 22 Most of the emissions related to generating electricity with coal result from combustion at the power plant, but studies have noted that the net energy ratio, the amount of energy generated for each unit of fossil fuel consumed, is actually quite small. 23 In fact, the upstream emissions associated with coal use range from 220 to 500 pounds per megawatt-hour of electricity.
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Mining is one aspect of the coal production cycle that causes significant variation in total emissions. Above-ground strip mining, which includes the devastating practice of mountaintop removal, accounts for approximately two-thirds of domestic coal extraction. 25 Because strip mining or mountaintop removal permanently alters landscapes that otherwise could store carbon, much of the carbon stored in forests and fields are lost. As a result, mountaintop removal mining can increase the total lifecycle emissions associated with coal-fired electricity generation up to twelve percent. 26 Greenhouse gas emissions from the mining process are monitored but not otherwise regulated. Therefore, known emissions associated with coal-generated electricity escape regulation but offer a potentially cost effective opportunity, such as obtaining coal 20 Id. at 6292. 21 Id. at 6293. 22 
B. Lifecycle Emissions from Natural Gas
The lifecycle for natural gas power production is more complicated than that of coal.
Produced from wells, natural gas is processed and then sent into the transmission system for storage or power generation. Liquefied, synthetic, and shale-derived natural gas undergo additional stages. For example, liquefied natural gas is extracted as a gas, liquefied for transport, and then re-gasified when it reaches its destination. 27 These processes contribute to the amount of energy used to produce electricity from that resource. 28 Yet, similar to coal, most of the emissions associated with natural gas occur at the power plant. Although both the upstream and cumulative emissions caused by natural gas are less than upstream emissions from coal, the upstream emissions from liquefied, synthetic, or shale-derived natural gas differ. In fact, lifecycle emissions for liquefied natural gas rival that of coal.
Lifecycle emissions from synthetic natural gas, derived from coal, vastly exceeded coal or traditional natural gas. 36 New technological and cost improvements have also increased access to natural gas from domestic shale formations. Accessing and processing these resources is energy and chemical intensive, 37 adding to the upstream emissions associated with natural gas.
Recent analysis suggests that "[a] complete consideration of all emissions from using natural gas seems likely to make natural gas . . . not significantly better than coal in terms of the consequences for global warming." 38 Many of the chemicals used in mining shale are 32 GAO Report, supra note 30, at 6 ("Methane is considered particularly harmful . . . , as it is roughly 25 times more potent by weight than CO 2 in its ability to warm the atmosphere . . . ."). 33 See generally, GAO Report, supra note 30. 34 Id. at 19-26. 35 Id. unreported, keeping the true lifecycle impact of shale gas a mystery. Still, lifecycle emissions from shale gas could be two to four times greater than conventional natural gas emissions. 39 As a result, emissions from shale gas could rival those of coal derived from mountaintop removal mining. 40 By way of comparison, analysis of oil derived from shale resources shows that lifecycle gases range between 21 and 47 percent higher than conventional petroleum. 41 Not only does this figure demonstrate how lifecycle accounting is needed in order to understand the full greenhouse gas implications of using a particular resource and compare different resources accurately, it shows that the trend in natural gas might be toward increasing, rather than reducing, overall emissions.
C. Lifecycle Emissions from Biomass
The greenhouse gas emissions related to the use of biomass 42 for transportation fuels or electricity has become a hotly debated topic. Conventional wisdom suggests that using biomass to generate electricity is "carbon-neutral" because the carbon emissions absorbed during plant growth "cancels out" those released during combustion. 43 For example, in November 2010, EPA published a guidance document describing how to apply new greenhouse gas regulations to emissions from biomass. The guidance document explained that numerous entities had requested
Emissions from Shale Gas: How Clean is Natural Gas?, Earthworks' People's Oil and Gas Summit (Nov. , at 1,1 (describing that most lifecycle analyses for biofuels "treat biofuels as 'carbon neutral,'" disregarding biofuels emissions "on the theory that plant growth cancels them out").
that EPA exempt biomass emissions from these regulations because of the positive climate benefits associated with growing biomass resources.
44
Recent analysis demonstrates a more complex understanding of the emissions associated with using biomass to produce fuel or generate electricity. The "carbon neutral" perception ignores key differences in the type of biomass resource used, the period of time it takes for the resource to re-grow, and emissions resulting from other elements of the production process such as land conversion. 45 In 2007, concern over the total emissions from biofuels led Congress to include lifecycle accounting requirements in the federal renewable fuels mandate. 46 In 2010, concern over lifecycle emissions from biomass led the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to suspend biomass from its renewable portfolio standard, a mandate requiring electric utilities to generate a portion of their electricity from renewable energy resources.
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Bioenergy provides the quintessential example of the need for full lifecycle accounting.
For example, biomass-based electricity generation does not inherently generate fewer emissions than coal, which is widely recognized for the significant quantity of greenhouse gas emissions 44 released during combustion. 48 Rather, the emissions benefits of using biomass depend primarily on certain factors that exist upstream from the smokestack or tailpipe. A study prepared for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts found that the total emissions from biomass-based energy generation depend primarily on the type of resource used, the production methods employed to grow and harvest the resource, and the time required to regrow the biomass resource. 49 As a result, an emissions analysis that focuses solely on the smokestack would not recognize biomass's potential to produce net climate benefits. Similarly, a blanket assumption that all biomass resources are "carbon neutral" ignores the factors upon which biomass's emissions benefits depend.
The type of resource will affect the "energy intensity of the fuel cycle, the bio-fuel properties, as well as the plant technology and its specific thermal conversion efficiency."
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Studies put the range of lifecycle emissions for biomass between 77 and 218 pounds of CO 2e per megawatt-hour. 51 The ability of biomass to reduce greenhouse gas emissions depends primarily on the source of the biomass and the greenhouse gases that result from land use changes to grow or harvest the resource. "Bioenergy . In the case of nuclear, most greenhouse gas emissions occur upstream in the production cycle. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with nuclear power occur throughout the production lifecycle. These stages include "uranium mining, milling, conversion, enrichment (diffusion and 
B. Lifecycle Analysis Under the Clean Air Act's PSD Regulations
On January 2, 2011, the Environmental Protection Agency's PSD regulations for greenhouse gas emissions from stationary facilities took effect. This provision requires "major emitting facilit[ies]" to apply the "best available control technology" ("BACT") to control particular pollutants. 77 EPA defines BACT as an emissions limitation . . . based on the maximum degree of reduction for each regulated NSR pollutant which would be emitted from any proposed stationary source or major modification which the reviewing authority, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account energy, environmental, and economic impacts and other costs, determines is achievable for such source or modification through application of production processes or available methods, systems, techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel combustion techniques for control of such pollutant.
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EPA has resolved to apply its traditional procedure for determining BACT for greenhouse gas emissions. 79 Because these regulations apply to particular pollutants, they might offer the right framework for reducing lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions, which will occur somewhere away from the facility under review. In order for lifecycle emissions associated with a particular facility to fall under this definition, the source of the lifecycle emissions would have to be considered a "support facility." Although a mine, field or forest that supplies the raw materials might be considered a support facility, it is unlikely that the facilities manufacturing components for the new energy facilities would meet this criterion (although they might, themselves, be subject to BACT based on their own direct emissions). Additionally, the lifecycle emissions would have to be clearly identifiable and located near the primary facility. Tracking emissions is becoming more sophisticated, and several companies voluntarily track and report emissions across their supply chains. 95 However, the scope of secondary emissions does not reach transportation-related emissions. To the extent that transportation fuels or vehicles are otherwise subject to greenhouse gas regulations, this limitation may be immaterial. Still, resources may be transported by modes that produce unregulated greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, some elements of a lifecycle analysis might likely fall under "secondary emissions," but analysis at this state would also exclude several elements . 95 See PEW CTR. ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE, supra note 13, at 343 (describing commercial emission inventories).
regulations apply to the source at all, would present the opportunity to include additional control options in the BACT analysis.
In the final step of the BACT analysis, the applicant selects the final control technology.
At this point, the applicant must select the "most effective control option not eliminated in
Step 4" to propose to the regulating authority. 96 Although traditional application of the BACT analysis might offer the opportunity to consider lifecycle emissions, or propose options that control those emissions, some control options that EPA recommends for the BACT analysis necessarily turn the focus away from emissions at the source to offsite emissions.
C. Using Biomass and Energy Efficiency as BACT Control Options Implicates Analysis of Offsite Emissions
As discussed supra, biomass is a controversial fuel source that is the subject of significant disagreement about whether the lifecycle implications of the fuel are "carbon neutral," such that the biomass-generated electricity produces no net emissions. Interestingly, although a biomass-fired power plant could trigger PSD and BACT requirements, biomass is also touted as a fuel that could serve as the best available control technology for greenhouse gas emissions. Whether applying BACT to a biomass facility or considering biomass as BACT for greenhouse gas emissions, any decision should rest on a lifecycle analysis.
EPA is in the process of determining how to take lifecycle emissions of biomass into account. In its final rule applying BACT to greenhouse gas emissions, EPA decided not to exclude biomass emissions from BACT applicability. 97 As a result, anyone proposing a biomass facility whose emissions reach a certain threshold must apply BACT, but EPA noted that "there is flexibility to apply the existing regulations and policies regarding BACT in ways that take into 96 WORKSHOP MANUAL, supra note 80, at B.9. 97 Tailoring Rule at 31,519.
account their lifecycle effects on [greenhouse gas] concentrations." 98 In its BACT guidance,
EPA makes clear that this flexibility includes considering lifecycle emissions during
Step 4 of the BACT analysis. 99 Interestingly, this elaboration focuses on "the benefits that may accrue from the use of certain types of biomass . . . ." 100 The singular focus on the benefits of using biomass is at variance with EPA's previous guidance on BACT implementation, which makes clear that the applicant must focus on the "beneficial and adverse impacts" of a particular option. 101 Full lifecycle analysis should apply to any energy facility using a fuel source that will require BACT in order to compare each resource fairly, as this information affects the regulatory costs associated with building an energy facility and is already affecting decisions about what type of facility to build.
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EPA, in asserting that biomass could qualify as BACT, necessarily opened the door to requiring a lifecycle analysis and allowing offsite emission reductions. Because biomass emits the same, if not more, greenhouse gas emissions as coal from the smokestack, any reduction in emissions from biomass is a result of the lifecycle consequences of using biomass, and any reductions necessarily occur offsite. By logical extension of this variation, proponents of an energy facility should be able to look to the lifecycle emissions for places to propose controls that would satisfy BACT. 98 Id. 99 BACT, supra note 44, at 9. 100 Id. 101 WORKSHOP MANUAL, supra note 80, at B.8. 102 See WASTE BUS. JOURNAL, EPA Considers GHG Rules as Economic Forces Mount Against Biomass (Dec. 6, 2010), http://www.wastebusinessjournal.com/cgi-bin/print/printpage.pl?url=news/wbj20101207F.htm (arguing that uncertainty about how EPA will treat biomass under these regulations is resulting in project cancellations).
Some environmental advocates have proposed that, at this step, EPA might consider whether fuels like biomass constitute a "clean fuel." 103 They note that whether a resource qualifies as a "clean fuel" has typically relied on the "'inherent cleanliness of the fuel.'"
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Without any other guidance, it is unclear whether a "clean fuel" could be one that is based on lower lifecycle emissions rather than lower smokestack emissions. 105 In its recent BACT guidance document, EPA goes on to say that "a permitting authority may consider that some types of coal can have lower emissions of [greenhouse gases] than other forms of coal, and they may insist that the lower emitting coal be evaluated in the BACT review." 106 According to the literature reviewed supra, differences in coal emissions of greenhouse gases are more likely to be based on lifecycle differences rather than inherent differences in the coal itself that result in fewer smokestack emissions.
Similarly, biomass is not inherently cleaner, but it has the potential to result in a net reduction in emissions. In order to consider biomass a "clean fuel," EPA should apply a lifecycle analysis. 107 Under this theory, coal derived from less energy-intensive mining practices, or practices that did not result in land-use related emissions, could potentially meet this standard. In any instance, whether a particular source of coal or biomass outperformed the proposed fuel would depend on several factors and would have to be determined on a case by case basis. In response to EPA's BACT guidance, proponents of "offsets" argued that applicants should be able to purchase credits from projects that reduce emissions elsewhere in order to satisfy BACT. They argued that "'whether the reductions associated with a particular facility occur inside or outside the physical boundaries of the facility makes no difference from a science or policy perspective'" and that, moreover, "'[n]othing in the text or legislative history of the Clean Air Act would foreclose this approach . . . . '" 111 If the source at issue is an energy facility, then perhaps the "offsets" might include efficiency projects that reduce the load that the facility is needed to serve.
In order to compare the full greenhouse gas consequence of each energy resource and to identify additional control measures, EPA should apply a lifecycle analysis at Step One. Even if EPA does not apply the analysis until a later step, the analysis will assist in fully understanding the consequences of control options and identifying additional, and potentially more costeffective, opportunities for reducing emissions associated with a particular source. energy facilities and refineries. 112 These regulations offer another opportunity for EPA to require energy facilities to undergo lifecycle greenhouse gas analysis. Although the BACT process likely offers the best opportunity, NSPS cannot be ignored. NSPS provides supplemental regulation for pollutants already subject to some regulatory controls. 113 However, because NSPS regulates "classes of sources" and not particular pollutants, 114 it seems counterintuitive that regulation or analysis could reach beyond the source itself. Some evidence nevertheless suggests that this language does not foreclose consideration of lifecycle emissions.
C. EPA Could Regulate Lifecycle Emissions Through the Clean Air Act's New Source Performance Standards
The source-specific focus of NSPS suggests that no upstream source, outside of the source under review, would come under the scope of the NSPS. Section 111(d) of the Clean Air Act provides that EPA will establish, and states will administer, "standards of performance for any existing source for any air pollutant[.]" 115 A "standard of performance" is a standard for emissions of air pollutants which reflects the degree of emission limitation achievable through the application of the best system of emission reduction which (taking into account the cost of achieving such reduction and any nonair quality health and environmental impact and energy requirements) the Administrator determines has been adequately demonstrated.
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While some scholars have argued that a "standard of performance" could arguably include emission reductions that occur offsite, 117 the Third Circuit has considered the issue of whether pollution standards could apply to facilities located offsite or somewhere other than the source itself. Its conclusion suggests that offsite emissions would neither be subject to an NSPS or be considered to determine whether NSPS applies.
In Star Enterprise v. EPA, the Third Circuit reviewed a new source performance standard to control sulfur dioxide emissions from petroleum refineries. 118 EPA sought to apply the performance standard for petroleum refineries to a pair of gas turbines located adjacent to the petroleum refinery. 119 The regulations for petroleum refineries applied to certain enumerated "affected facilities," including fuel gas combustion devices located "in petroleum refineries."
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EPA determined that the offsite gas turbines were fuel gas combustion devices and that they were subject to the NSPS because the turbines were adjacent to the refinery, provided electricity and steam to the refinery, and were owned by the refinery owners. 121 The Third Circuit rejected EPA's argument that the adjacent turbines were "in" the refinery. The court announced that, "in determining what facilities are 'in petroleum refineries,'
the touchstone of such a determination is the physical location of the facilities in question." 122 The court found "untenable" the assertion that the turbines were part of the refinery because they were "under common ownership and control." 123 According to the court, such reasoning would "also be sufficient to establish that any independent, free-standing facility owned by [the refinery owner] and built on land adjacent to . . . [the] petroleum refinery is part of [the] petroleum refinery." 124 The court emphasized that the turbines were "located in a free-standing building"
and "physically separate and distinct" from the petroleum refinery. 125 In contrast, the current NSPS for electric generating units, which would include coal plants, biomass plants, and natural gas plants, does not explicitly impose a location requirement. 126 Under regulations that imposed a location requirement like the regulations for petroleum refineries, it would be difficult to argue that upstream emissions could fall subject to the NSPS. However, the petroleum refinery regulations demonstrate that the scope is a function of the regulatory language itself.
In arguing that the turbines were "in" the petroleum refinery, EPA also pointed out that they were an "integral part" of the refinery. 127 The court, however, disagreed. 128 According to the court, a mutually beneficial relationship between the facilities did not bring the turbines "in" the petroleum refinery. 129 However, the court acknowledged that EPA's argument might prevail if the turbines were "essential to the operation of the refinery." In this case the turbines were not essential because the refinery could have purchased the required electricity. 130 EPA's argument, to some degree, reflected the idea behind "secondary emissions," because the turbines would not exist but for the need that the refinery presented. 131 Rejecting this argument because the power could have been purchased, and the turbines were therefore not necessary, the court intimated that the availability of raw materials might meet this requirement. 132 Under this analysis, raw materials needed to fuel an energy facility could constitute a necessity for the regulated source and therefore might come under the scope of the NSPS. For example, the biomass resources, natural gas, or coal necessary to produce electricity could constitute part of the source due to their necessity. Yet, because EPA could control the scope of the NSPS, lifecycle analysis might not hinge on the element of necessity because there might not be a need to demonstrate that the ancillary source is "in" the source under review. Because the location requirement is a function of the specific language used in the NSPS, an NSPS for energy facility greenhouse gas emissions could exclude a site-specific location requirement.
Although a "standard of performance" is usually expressed as a maximum emission rate, 133 evidence suggests that the standard could include control for lifecycle emissions.
Importantly, the "best system of emission reduction" need not be technological. 134 Based on this analysis, in addition to traditional agency deference, it seems that a colorable argument can be made that EPA has the authority, either through BACT or NSPS, to either require or allow control of lifecycle emissions, even if those emissions are not included in the applicability determination. Including those emissions in applicability determinations, however, could make the argument more powerful.
III. CONTROLLING LIFECYCLE EMISSIONS FROM NON-EMITTING ENERGY RESOURCES
Thus far, this Article has reviewed opportunities for lifecycle analysis to be applied to emitting source of electricity generation. However, as discussed Part I, renewable energy technologies and nuclear power also have greenhouse gas consequences, although they are not reflected through smokestack emissions. These resources are becoming increasingly attractive to utilities and other power companies, in part because of emerging regulatory controls for greenhouse gas emissions from conventional power sources like coal. However, these nonemitting resources are not likely to be subject to Clean Air Act regulatory review because they do not emit pollution directly. If lifecycle emissions were included in applicability determinations for regulatory programs such as NSPS, then even non-emitting resources like wind and solar might become subject to the performance standard. However, absent such an expansion of the applicability of NSPS, Congress could subject renewable energy projects to lifecycle analysis through a national renewable portfolio standard (RPS).
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Much like the renewable fuels standard mandating a certain percentage of the U.S. fuel supply to come from renewable biofuels, an RPS is a mandate requiring utilities to obtain a particular percentage of their electricity from renewable energy resources. generation to 10 percent of total domestic electricity generation by 2030. 143 Until March 2011, a federal RPS maintained some bipartisan support in Congress. 144 Although no longer a serious topic of consideration, Congress could enact a national portfolio standard that imposed a lifecycle analysis requirement in order to avoid unintended greenhouse gas emissions from renewable energy resources. 145 As previously noted, Congress imposed a lifecycle analysis requirement for some biofuels in response to growing concern that using biofuels did not effectively reduce greenhouse gas emissions as originally intended. In addition, Massachusetts recently proposed a lifecycle requirement for biomass resources used to comply with its state RPS. 146 A lifecycle analysis as part of a national RPS could be used to set a maximum threshold for lifecycle emissions associated with renewable energy projects in the way that this analysis was applied to transportation fuels.
Some members of Congress prefer a "clean energy standard" that would expand the scope of the mandate to include some natural gas, coal, or nuclear resources. Renewable energy advocates disfavor this type of proposal, 147 but a "clean energy standard" that imposed lifecycle emission requirements might allay some opposition. Moreover, this type of proposal warrants a lifecycle analysis requirement even more than a standard that applied only to renewable resources. In order to determine what is a "clean" resource, the legislation could require that the resource or project meet a maximum lifecycle emission limit or reduce lifecycle emissions below a baseline for similar energy resources or generation stations. Subjecting renewable energy resources to lifecycle emissions requirements in this manner could help avoid unintended greenhouse gas emissions.
CONCLUSION
The need to control greenhouse gas emissions related to electricity generation extends to all emissions associated with this activity. Ignoring emissions that occur upstream from the generation site potentially misses an opportunity to control otherwise unregulated emissions. Full lifecycle analysis could expand the reach of greenhouse gas regulations, potentially even reaching non-emitting renewable energy resources, and help identify additional opportunities to control emissions related to specific energy facilities or generating units. In the absence of Congressional action to address climate change, EPA, using existing authority under the Clean Air Act, has the flexibility to adapt its traditional analysis, without straying far from its traditional procedures, to close the gap on unregulated greenhouse gas emissions.
